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-.Structures, or.organizing principles;—Tepresent patterns of thinking through -

&
Developmental Consistencies in Children's Socio-Moral Knowledge:

H

) Justice Reasoning and Altruistic Behavior

Roberta Blotner and David J. Bearison

“*  The Graduate Center

‘

' " City University of New York

An important issue in studies of moral development is the extent to o7

which individuals are comnsistent in their behévior across different moral

a
o

situations. Piagetis theory of cogrnitive development maintains that there

are tognitive structures which determine the quality of thought. These

which individuals,sﬁ:ucture and orgaﬁizemtheir social world, and the&.uhde;lie
both thought and action in a consistent manner.

"g??i?%?él.éﬁﬁﬁé?9hwh§§MQQFfoféredﬂstréngmevidencewofméuch~konsistencygmm“““”w*“

. however. Studies which have examined the relationship between moral judgment ) o

and behavior in young children have found loﬁ positive correlations. These

o

~ studies have usually measufed moral judgment with Piaget's (1965) stories or

" Kohlberg's (1969) dilémmas. Behavior has Begn'gssessed using various tasks.

No relationship was found between resistance .to temptation and moral reasoning

using Piagetian stories of intentionality (Crinder,,lgéé), ‘or using Kohlberg's:

‘moral judgment interview (Nelson, Grinder, and Biaggio, 1969), while Harris,

Mussén;'and Rutherford (1976) found .a low'positime\correlationqbetweeh»wu,v»n_ AN

fesistance to temptation and Kohlberg's measure. Emler and Rushtbn‘(1976)

«
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found ﬁoﬂerate correlations between Piagetlian stories of 1ntentionélify and !
» sharing. Finally, Kohlberg's moral jndgment measure was found to have iittle
of no relationship to political activity (Haan, Smith, and Block, 1968; ‘

Leming, 1974).

El

There are -a number of methodological problems in these studies which

t

- - may have contributed to the low correlations. First, reggrding the measures,‘
as Damon (1977) has suggested, Kohlberg's stories do Aot providé an accurate
' ;ssessment of Qouﬁg~chi1dfen's moralfknoyledge!'since many of the issues
depicted in the stories are far beyond the realm o6f ;hildren's experiences.l
o ~*‘Second, sdBjec§§' jugﬁification§ for their social behavior are rarely
obtained. Third, the behavioral measures usually consist of an-isolated

2

behavior, e.g., cheating on a test or donating fo a charity.  TFew attempts

- have been made to consider the organizational. patterns-of-behavior;-or—to-————"""""""

o

‘dete:mine qualitative differentes in structural levels of moral behavior. ' ~

e '

The present study was des%gned to examine the issue of éonsisténcy

. : \,
* between moral reasoning and behavior, (i.e.,’hypothetical and practical

knowledge)L The relationship between hypothetical -justice reasoning and

_ two forms of altruistic behavior'was studied.- The relationship among
~ cognitive étructure, reasoning, and behavior was also explored. One

dimension upon which children structure their social thinkipg and which

. changes ‘qualitatively with development is reciprocity. The'relétionship

a

between reciprocity and feasoning was measured‘by Damon's positive-justice

inferview. The relationship between recipfocity and altruistic behavior

"was measured by'a series of environmental conditions designed to elicit { -

\

— . U S N,

reciprocity responsesf\ These conditions were based on Damon's levels of

N

- positiye justice. Each level is characterized by new,.more sophisticated




s (1)-Past‘reciprocityf~JThe-other—(fictitious)achild_had previously . -t

-

-~ reasoning

_claims_tovjustice.

1

understanding of the concept of reciprocity: Children at levels OA and

QB'are egocentric and have little or no understanding of reciprocity. N
Children atblevel 1A understand'reciprocity as a rigid payback-intkind;

those at. 1eve1 1B. understand merit; and those at level 2A understand need.‘.

?

Children at level 2B understand and are able to coordinate the relationship.

among severa1 claims to justice. 1In the present. study, four behavioral

gonditions were;developed to reflect the knowledge acquired .at stages e—

1A, 1B, 2A, and 2B.

In each condition the subject was given information about another
4

(fictitious) child, and he then had the opportunity to respond altruistically

o that child. The reciprocity conditions were as follows.

participated but did not w1n anyth1ng for himself. He' did, however,

leave something for the subJect. The subject was then told he could .

leave something for that child in return.  This corresponded to 1A reasoningt;mmm“m
(2) Deserving/merit. The subject was told that the other child had

worked very hard and® had done very well on a task, and he cou1d g1ve b. i’

something to that child. This corresponded to lB reasoning.

(3) Need. 'The subject was toldﬁthat,the other child is very poor,

»and he could give something to that child. This corresponded_to 2A

(4) 4?;:dinated reciprocity. The child was given information about

‘two other chdldren: one who had worked very hard and had done very we11

on a task and another whowas'very poor. The 'subject was then told he

- »

could give something ‘to one or both of these chi1dren. This corresponded . :

|
i

: tol2B reasoning since it required the subjects to coordinate two sepatate

. .



(5) Control. No additional Information was given to the child.
These reciprocity conditlons were embedded in two contexts of
altruism: sharing candy'and helping‘trace plctures. The relation

between subjects' levelsof justice reasoning and their altruistic behavior
< &
was observed in their responses to these conditions, In addition, children were

asked to give‘reasons.for their behavior (practical reasoning) in order

- to assess the relationship between levels of reasoning in hypothetical

and practical contexts. Finally, subjects were asked what was the fairest .

thing to do in the helping and sharing situations (idealvreasbning) in

order to extend the assessment of the relationship between levels of

\g' reasoning to an ideal context.

-

The.present study wasndesigned to test the following hypotheses:

1. Level of hypothebical moral reasoning will be positively related

to the amoant of helping and sharing behavigr. . ’ _ : -

2. Interactions betWeen hypothetical moral reaéoning level and

v

2A. Children at hypothetical moral reasoning level OB'will display

3 a significantly lower freouency of helping and sharing in all conditions

-tHan those at moral reasoning levels 1B and 2B.

T B 2B Children at hypothetical moral reasoning level 1B will display
a significantly higher frequency of ‘helping and sharing in the past

reciprocity aud merit conditions than in the control condition.
/

°

. - 2C. Childrea at hypothetical moral reasoning level 2B will display

1

a higher frequency of” helping and sharing_behav1or in the past reciprocity,

merit, need,uand coordinated reciprocity conditions ‘than in the control'

.+ condition. o B




3. Levela of hypothetical, practical, apd ldeal moral reasoning
will be positively correlnted.
4. Children will be more advanced in levels of hypothetical

reasoning than in levels of practical or ideal reasoning.

0

METHOD
subjects. »
The sample conaisted of 120 males from grades kindergarten through .
five, selected’ from a public school in New York City in"a primarily middle—.

-'claas neighborhood. .-Ages ranged from four to eleven years.

Procedures . -

- [ .

Hypothetical“Morairheaeoning._

. v . . L. 4 5.
Levels of moral reasoning in a hypothetical context werc assessed using

9 Damon's Positive Justice Interview (1977).

Contexts of Altruism.

Altquism was,measured”in two behavioral conrexts; helping and sharing.

e e arten e eemn e tmmeane i S £ SarmR tho see e e B e e e o e s i e e

'Each subJects was. administered ooth tasks in two separate sessions.

Helping. This task assessed*children's helping nnder different conditions

of reciprocity in order to observe (1) whether subjects helped another'child

on'an'nninteresting-taakswhile¥£oregoing the opportunicy to play with a more

an

“attractive toy, and (2) whether conditions ‘of reciprocity reflecting different
cognitive levels elicited differential responses by children.
* The task was a uracing game.' Subjects were 1nvited to

make spacemen by tracing several geometric shapes (squares, rectangles,

— Jo— ,: N

triangles; and circles), cutting them out, and pasting them together."
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The experimenter showed the materials to the'éubjcct and told him ahe
would assemble 5nother sat of geometric tracing shapes whlch was on a
table at the other ond of the room. While the aubject walted for hia ghapes
to be prepared, he was glven ‘the choice qf either playiung with an aLLracLch
toy (Etch A Sketch) or tracing shapaa for :another Eoy who had to leave
quickly»and'did not have the chance to trace any for himself. At this

“

point, aubjects were given additional information about the fictitious

- '

boy. There were four different typea of informatlon given to subjects

(four- conditions) which correaponded to different levela of reciprocity.
paat reciprocity (the other child had left tracinga for the subject), merit
;ﬂthe other child was a good artist), need'(theiother boy was poor), and o
coordinated\reciprocity (one other boy was a good artist and another oaa o
- »-poor);-plus~a~control~group;(nofother information was givenwabouF~thefother«¥w~~~ﬂ'~
- child). Subjects were‘randomly assigned“to"one of thesehfive conditions. )
The subject was thenpleft alone to either trace‘or play with the other toy.
. y .

..The_subject. was_asked the reasons for his‘behavior (practical reasoning).

In order to assess ideal- reasoning -the subject was then asked what was the

S e e - e e B

- fairest thing .to do.

The experimenter recorded the number of tracings.a subject made for

;the fictitious child. The_reasons he stated for“his behafior and for the

fairestdthingﬁto do were ‘scored according‘toiDamon's levels of positive .
justice ranging from OA to 2B (1977) 7

Shar:ing. This measure assessed children s sharing under different

e e T —— e [, [ S, e e B e e e e

f,. conditions of reciprocity. The procedure 'was.adapted from Dreman - (1976)

The subject was asked to draw a picture and was presented nine candies

s oo et tarm o e et e a5 St s mremems seak e e e e v e g e IS reerbmm erts i & e+ o

_ as a prize. This served as a pretext er giving Qhe subject ¢andiesr“;ﬁﬂw<“"
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Lo share with another (fihtitfbus) child, Ue was chen told that ‘the othur

/!
»

child had to leave duickly, and that}he could ioava;aome‘of'hia awn candieﬂ{
for the child 1f he wanted. At chis point, subjects were given additional

information about the fiéﬁitioug boy.. There were four difforunt-typou'of

infornation”given to subjects (four conditions) which corresponded to

different levaels of recilprocity: vpaat reciproc1ty,(the other b0y had left
candies for the subject), merit (the other child was a good ‘artist), need

¢
(the other boy was poor), coordinated reciprocity (one other boy was a good

artist and another was poor), plus a controligroup (no other information was
N . . N ~ ’ . : o
' given about the other child). Subjects were randomly assigned to one of

these five'conditions. Several bags were placed near the subject who was

told that he could leave candies Jin a bag for the other child if he wanted.

It was emphasized that he could share as many or as few as he wanted. The
i
subject was* then left alone for two minutes, in order to minimize the demand

v characteristics ot the situations The subject was asked the reasons,for his
'""b"aﬁai;‘{af"fc',;;aa‘ei'é';f"ifé;'s"af;‘iag)".“'f""iafl5£a;;‘r‘“"c5*";'s”sess ideal reasoning; the
. Q’ I . b

—“'“*subject was asked what was the fairest thing to do. . -

)

The experimenter»recorded the number of candies a subject placed in

a bag for the other child. The reason he stated for ‘his behavior and for

o L4

o the fairest thing to do were scored according _to.Damon' s levels of positive

\
s

justice reasoning from OA to 2B (1977).
e Subjects ‘were- tested individually in two sess1ons, approximately one
A;month“apart,, In the first session, subjects were administered a behavioral

. -

" task byﬁone experimenter. Half the subjects were administeredethe helping

—— e ]

“T; task the hypothetical positive—justice interview was administered by a

o. P S

. . . Te
+ ) i . . EEE . E .
S+ e e ] ; .

) Vtask first and Jhalf the sharing task LAE the conclusion of the behavioral h“me;V
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second expevlmcntar. Thgﬁexparimhnlera continubd to taaL uub]ec!n amedl

" /

thare were approxlmutaly forcy uubJacta’9L aach of Lhe followLng“hypothauldnl

sJ
moral reasoning leveld: ' OB, lB, d4nd 2B. SubjucLa ak thvalu OA 1A; and 24

‘were not Included.. In the aacond\»eaﬂlon, 7ﬂncmLa ware adanLulorud the

M . [ ')' v co ‘
i ] P
aecond behaviaral tdsk. R o oo
{f..\" ) ) N Al .
4+ .

esuLrs

«
.

th effects of leuel of hypopheticaihmoral roasoning and condition ~.
. \ . ‘ .

of altruism on holpinﬁ and sharing behaviors were anseﬂsed‘ﬁﬁ performing
" a 3 x 5 analysis,of variance on the number of pictures subjects traced and

) the number of candies that they shared, There were three levels of

' hypothetical moral reasoning (0B, lB and 2B) and five conditions of altruism

(control, _past reciprocity, merit, need and coordinated reciprocity) There

'n was a significant main effect for hypothetical moral reasoning levéls on

EN R

both the helping and sharing behaviors,-F(2, 105) = 13 26 and 9. 32
respective y B < .05, Scheffe comparisons indicated that for«both_hefping‘

and sharing,‘subjects.at level 2B of the moral féasqning interview drew -

3

significantly more pictures and shared significantly more dandies than

.«

subjects at levels OB and 1B, while the latter groups did not differ from

each other. These results are shown in Figures 1 and 2

-~The” same factors ‘vere entered into an n!lysis with age as a covariate.

— s
There was a significant effect for hypotheticai moral reasoning“ievel for

helping and sharing, F(2 104) 7 34 and " 5.64, respectively, 2_<: 05.

e

Scheffe comparisons showed_that for. sharing, subjects at level 2B gave.

significar“ more candies than subjects at- levels 0B-and- 1B, while the

.0

1

latter groupsrgid not differ from each other. _gost hoc pairwige comparisons

.”for helping responses, however, Were ‘not significant;‘M

‘
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,3,:; ~,:Al.t:lumgh ny aneoific.pred1c21ona wers made conoarning Lhe effaau

of condiLlou of altrudem on qktvuLsLLc behaw}or. it wag auﬂaﬂucd as
. ",

" 1 -y

' part of the ahove 2-why ANOVA, . The analysla 1nd1cutod that theve was

:¢~ a atgnLELcauu maLn ufﬁaﬂL fon cqndLLLon on hoLh helping and ﬂhurtng L™

!

. ! X

roqponuea, n(a, 105) = 2, 9J and 2, 73, raupuctlvaly, po<.03.- Schaffa poat
. "oy -
hoc{comparlaona ghowed chat, fov holpipg,vsubjecta in tha coordinated
N‘ . ‘ N '
'reclprocity cond&tion traced move plcturcs than those 1n the control

? condltion awd auchcta in Lhc coordlnatcd reclprocity condltion traccd

more than thoae in the merit condition. Tor, sharing,"aubjecta in the * - *°

' . ‘.,

coordinated reciproclty condition gave more candiea than those in the -
‘contrdl condition. W | o '.~7f '

Theﬂinteraction effect between hypothetical moral neaaoning'level‘f"“”
C S o = I :
and condition of altruism was not Significant for'aharing behaviors. .= *. -

1

. -

The interaction effect for helping behaviors, however, was significant,
F(B 102) =- 2 68,.2 <. 05 " Two types of “post, hoc comparisons were

. W performed on thé belping scores. The firat was a comparison of subjects',_

[y

altruistic behaviors at moral reasoning levels 0B 'to lﬁ and 1B to 2B at

~each condition of altruism. The second type of post hoc test compared the
- ) Y v

- amount& of _altruistic behaviora in the paat reciprocity, merit, need,'and

e

e

Do coordinated reciprocity conditions. against the control condition at each
- 7 et AN

«

. moral reasoning level. Scheffe compariaona revealed no significant‘

differences; However, the Scheffe test is the moat conaervative of \f\T‘f,-\
. 7 . R

the poat hoc tests.  In order to further explore the trenda in the

. u

,i,mﬁdata under less atringent criteria fof signifiéance, an additional

;: post hoc Lest Dunnett st statistic (Winer, 1962) was performed

-

The Dunnett test is’ appropriate since ic- allowa a comparison
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ey

Qf a set of cells. to one partieular cell (i,e,, contvol group), Dunnect's

regk inddcated a significant difference hetween wamber of pletures .

e ) . [ ] A

traced for subjects at levels 1B and 2B in hoth contrvol and peordinated

I3

veclproeity conditlona, t = 7,06 and 7.65, reapectivaly, p <,08,

Subjects at level 2R traced move pletures than Ghome at level 1B 1A
) _

1

both control and’'coordinated reclprocity conditions. Tn addition,

"wlgndficant differonces”were found between tha control and need condluionu

and buLween the conunol -and coordinaLcd ruchrociLy condltlona at moval
/

reasonlng lovel ZB, L= 10, 11 nnd 15.22, roapoatlvuly.,L .05, Subjecrﬂ

at mornl ‘reasoning' lovel 2B traced more picture 8 In the need and coordinatod

i

“peciprocity conditiona than in ‘the control condition. These results are

~ presented if Figures 3 and 4.

-
G

§

As previously described, three types of moral reasoning were obtained;
hypothet%cal reasoning’ (based upon scores obtained on the positive justicu

interview), practical reasoning (based upon subject 8 justifications for his

KN

altruistic thavior), and ideal reasoning (based upon. subject g descriptions
of the fairest thing to do in the helplng or sharing. situatinn) 'Kendall's
lau ran& order correlations were used to “assess the interrelationships‘{o
among the measures. Correlations among moral\reasqning scores in the'

three different contexts'are presented in Table 1.

~

The interrelationships among types of rsﬂsoning uere assessed in the

helping and*® sharing contexts separately. Correlations ‘between hypothetical

n:and-practical reasoning scores were/,39 in the helping context and .41 in
A i

’bhe sharing context.,ﬂCorrelations between hypothetical and ideal\reasoning.

scoqes were 40 for helping and .46 for sharing. Correlations between -

!

praotical and ideal reasoning scores were .62 for helping'and .83 for sharing

‘ ) ' . : - : . : . &

0



" In addition, correlations between behavioral contexts were assessed
for both practical and ideal reasoning. In this assessment, practical
reasoning scores were correlated across helping and sharing contexts,

and,lsimilarly,'ideal reasoning scores were correlated across helping
”and sharing contexts. The oorrelation between praotical reasoning scores
'in”the'helping and sharing contexts was .27, and the\éorrelation between
ideal reasoning scores in helping,and‘sharing;contextsﬂwas .36, All
correlationsNWere signifiCant (p < .001).

Thus, therevwere significant positive relationships\among the

o

. three types of reasoning Although correlations varied between the
‘helping and sharing contexts, similar patterns .existed for both. The

highest correlations were danonstrated between practicalﬁand ideal

reasoning scores. Hypothetical reasoningmwas more'highly correlated
with ideal'reasoning than with practical reasoning scores. Correlations

between helping and sharing reasoning scores- were the lowest.

In additiOn, partial correlations among reasoning scores were
calculated with age as a covariate. These correlations are presented
in-Table 2. "Although these Eorrelations were somewhat lower than the

simple correlations, they all remained significant and displayed‘the

same patterns as the zero-order correlations.

An additional analyaiskwas employed to determine whether subjects'

levels of » moral reasoning were equivalent across hypothetical, practical

[
A

*and. ideal reasoning contexts. Chi square analyses were

performed in eacq behavioral context (helping and sharing) to test

-



whether there weredjfferences in patterns of reasoning at each moral
. reasoning level. Each analysis compared tw0.typéé of reasoning. For
example, one chi square teet compared levels of hypothefical and practical
reasoning. A 3 x 3 frequency tablé was constructed te include three
patterns of reasoging-(hypotﬂetical more advanced than, equiﬁalent to,
%ess advanced than practical reéSoning) by three hyp;thetical reasoning
levels (0B, 1B, 2B). In this way, pat;erns of reasoning could be
coﬁpared at different,moraI—cognitive levels. This analysis was
performed in both helping and sharing contexts. Similarly, frequency
tables were constructed to compare hypothetical ;nd i&eal reasoning,
aﬂd‘pgactical and ideal réasoning. Thus, six separate chi square'analyses ‘2
ﬁprg performed.“b ! l ' o
‘ For both helping and sharing contexts of altruisﬁ, there were
ﬁ.significanﬁ différences in pét;grﬁs of h&potheticéi and practical
réason;ng, X2(4) = 10.35,.R<:'.04 and X2(4)I= 12.34,»é§< .02, respectively.'
Subjects' moral .reasoning was at least one level lowgr in the ﬁracticai.
context than.in the Hypothetigal context. For’both helping and ghariné;
there were'significaﬁt differences in %he‘pattern"of hypothetical and
ideal reagoning,:xz(ﬁ) = 39.56 and 39.01, respectively, ;i<: .001." Om"
both tasks, subjeéts'ig hypotheticél moral reasoning ‘level 0B reasoned
éf equivalént‘levels in hyﬁothetical'gndwideél reasoning, wﬁereas
éubjects at levels 1B and 2B were more advanced in hypothetical thaﬁ
in ideal reaéoning. Finally, iﬁ_both helping aﬁd sharing contexts,

there were no significant différénces_between practical and ideal

reasoning. : ;




DISCUSSION

ﬁost theories of ch’ldren's moral reasoning (Piaget, 1965, Kohlberg,'
1969) are based on children's responses to hypothetical moral dilemmas
with little concern regarding how responses in:such hypothetical contexts
are related to moral judgments and moral actions in practical contexts.‘

Piaget in his studies of moral judgment, acknowledged ‘the differences
between "verhal or theoretical judgment and the concrete evaluations
that operate in action..." (1965, p. 1175‘and he cautioned readers‘that
the fverbal.evaluations made—by our children are not of actions of which
theylhave been authors or witnesses, but of stories which are told to
them" (p. 119). Recently,%Damon (1977) tested children's concepts of
distributive justice in both hypothetical and oractical contexts. ‘For
“the practical context he created experimental conditions in which grouos
-of ch11dren actually had to decide how to distribute rewards" among
- themselves. Children s justifications for their behavior was analyzed
according"to whether they considered suck justice principles as need or
merit. Among other things, he found that children resorted to higher
_levels of justice reasoning when considering the hypothetical situations
than when engaging,in practical judgments. lhe overallArélationship
bet%een justice reasoning in theﬁhyoothetical and practical'contextsu
was less than what would be expected fromvcognitive deyelopmental'theory.
~ The purpose of the present study was to provide a more :8ensitive
"test of'the”consistency of moral reasoning.in hypothetical and praCtical
contexts and the relationship between moral reasoning and3altruistic ’

behavior. e
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14,

Two different situations of altruism were studied: helping and
sharing. Within each situation, four eiperimental conditions were
created to correspond to Damon 8 levels of moral reasoning: past
reciprocity, merit, need, and coordinated reciprocity. 1In addition,

three different measures of ‘moral reasoning were obtained: hypothetical,

-

.practical&_and ideal.. Thus, by,systematically varying“these factors

within a coherent theoretical framework, more specific.interactions
between levels of reasoning and altruistic behavior could be delineated.

It was found that relapionships‘between moral reasoning contexts

)

“and altruistic behavior differed according to subjects' levels of

hypothetical moral reasoning. Subjects at level 2B & .-.d 31gn1ficantly

greater helping and sharing behaviors across all conditions than subjects

:at 1B and 0B. SubJects at 1B, however, were not more altruistic than -

subjects'at OB.

Whenrsubjects' responses in the four_experimental conditions were
- l
compared with the control condition it was found that subjects at- level
2B make greater efforts to help another (fictitious) child in the need

and coordinated reciprocity conditions but not in the merit and past

reciprocity conditions. Subjects at level 2B, did not share significantly

more candies with another child in any ‘of the four experimental conditions»

}-compared to the control condition. Helping,and sharing responses of

- subjects at Tevels 1B and OB did not differ from the control condition

in any of the four experimental conditions. The behavioral responses

.. of subjects at 2B and lh’is particularly surprising in that these

Ay »

suhjectg_recognized the claims of merit and past reciprocity in their

7

-’

g hypothetfcal reasoning_but not in their practical action.
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in general, thelpresent findings showed that children's hypothetical
reasoning'was consistent with their praetical eetion for - subjects at
level 2B who were the only ones ekpeeted to act on another chiid's
claims of need and coordinated reciprocity, and for subjects at level
OB who were not expeoted to respond in ény.gf the conditions'differently
than in the control condition. The praetical aetion of subjects at-ievel
1B was not consistent with their hypothetioal reasoningt Subjects at
level iB were expected to act on claims of merit but in fact their
actions were no different than subjects at the.lowest level of hygotheticalr
justice reasoning. Démon.(1977) also'found that subjects who reasoned
.hypothetically at level-1B did not behave accordingly. <It appears tth

it is not until subjects reach the level of.2B. that their.

L]
~

hypothetical reasoning shows some consistency with their ptactical moral
behauior. - . o o 4 T . -

Another concern in the present study was the relationship among
three different coﬂtexts of moral reasoning. While other studies have
compared moral reasoning in hypothetical and practlcal contexts (Damon,
1977; Haan, 1975), the present study used, an additlonal contexti ideal

. (1.e., subjects judgments of the "fairest" thing to do in a given
behavioral”condition)” ‘Similar to Damon (1977) and Haan (1975) the
present study found that subjeuts reasoned at more advanced levels in the
hypothetical than in either the practical or ideal contexts. There were
no differences between levels of ideal and practical reasoning.

The highest correlations among forms of moral reason1ng were
hetyeen practical and ideal reasoning. In a@dition,“hypothetical

: reasoning_ues more highly’correlated,with”ideal'reasoningﬂthan with

‘practical reasoning. Also, correlations between practical reasoning - L

»




behavior instead of their reasoning about hypothetical people engaging

- in hypothetical Social actsb ' L_”" S
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and altruistic behavior werelhigher than between hypothetical reasoning
and altruistic behavior, | |

Thus,'measures of moralﬁreasoning and'behavior within a practical
context were more closely related than those between hypothetical and
practical contexts. This finding is consistent.with Baumrind's (1978)
position that practical reasoning is a better predictor:bfAmoral behavior
than hypothetical':easoning, as the latter excludes the.subjectiye and
affectivenintefests of the actor in;a moral dilemma. ”Infébntrast to

previous studies that have compared hypothetical reasoning in one v

content domain and social behavior in ‘a totally different content domain

£

tand did not find strong relationships (Grinder, 1964; Nelson et al 1969;

vHarris et al., 1976 “Emler & Rushton, 1976 teming, 1974), the present

o

stLdy found that children 8 practical reasoning was cons1stent w1th their

wraltruistic behavior within the same content domain.

‘The present findings are consistent with prev1ous studies reporting

higher leyels of moral reasoning 1n the hypothetical compared to practical

contexts. WLLth Lhe domaln of moral reasoning,'it thus appears to be a

_consistent bias toward lower levels of reasoning in the practical context

1

- due to the inherent conflict between one's own self interest and moral
principles.‘ In other contexts (e.g., interpersonal persuasion) however,

" the self interests that operate in practical contexts can enhance soctal

¥
- TR

reasoning (Bea;ison 'and Gass, 1979)
The present study supportp the need for further’social‘cognitive'
research regarding children's cognitive reasoning about .their own

-

~

ot
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Table 1

Correlations among Reasoning Scores -

o

'Measures - -

27 3

Hypothetical Moral

Reasoning (1)
Helping

Practical

| Reasoning 2)

., Ideal
—_— Reasoning, (3)

' Sharing'
Practical'
Reasoning
Ideal -

" "Reasoning

)

k5) '

Ckk

s = ' p
o .46

.39/
. /’/

- 55
* o

.83 38"
38" -

" Age ‘(6) :
s 5 o
S :
% .. °
P4 001. . A,
) a T \.\\‘:-\ | | LA .
S ; ,/:
4 23
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. . T Table 2 '
' :. o I ’ . - ) . e
B Partial, Correlations among Reasoning Scores ;
. | . . _ . .
~ C 7 . } . .

‘Measures S . .. 2 3 4 5

Hypothetical Moral . - L29%%  40% 21k 30%K
Reasoning (1) e . : '

L

- Helping

e ——~—'—Praqti—ca;l————~-- ----- e s ~~~~~;--—.~.5-9.“,k-*:'— - ~19* R —
o Reasoning (2) : ' R L

Ideal P 30k
Reasoning (3) B | e s ' e

Sharing . | I iy
o .. Practical - o L T . 80%%
. * Reasoning ~ (4) ' ' PP S

Reasoning (5) © . x0T
Reas _ » - -

) i > '

PR I . . v « e te . .- N . . : . e

* g . /'.”/‘ hN - . . . ' . . .

** BL . 001- ., //'/ . i /_/ . o v g : - N .
Note: ‘The partial cgfrelations are first-order correlations

.. . Wwith .age'as the coyariate. ~ . & LT e
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